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ABSTRACT 

The first section of this paper outlines the aims of 
the socio-semiotic way of looking at cross-cultural lexicology, 
including its ability to affect research methodology, objects, and 
goals, and argues that it is in accordance with an integral concept 
of linguistics, in the second section , the socio-semiotic approach is 
contrasted with the system-oriented, knowledge-oriented, and 
behavior-oriented views ox lexicology. The final section provides 
macroscopic results , microscopic results, and cross-language 
comparison to illustrate what cross-cultural lexicology can do under 
socio-semiotic auspices. (18 references) (MES) 
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A SOCIO-SMOriC WAY OF UXSONG AT OOSS-CULTURAL LEXIOQIOGy 



WHY? - Raison d'etre/alms 



1. The legitimacy of the object of research of this study will not be 
questioned, cross-cultural lexicology enjoying a reputable tradition in both 
linguistics and anthropological studies. What is less traditional, and there- 
fore open to debate, is our way of lookii>g at our research object: we take a 
cross-language socio-sotdotic view; it should reveal the determining ini>act 
exerted by socio-semiotic factors on the ways in which different speech- 
camunities cope with reality (here: that part of reality which we shall 
choose under III) . Cne such way of coping with reality is by language as one 
among nany sotdotic systesns with which hiirans naster their environment. The 
way in which we - and languages - do this, varies across cultures, in other 
words along social systems. Hence the term *socio-semiotic* as "indicating a 
general ideology or intellectual stance, a conceptual angle on the subject" 
(Halliday/Hasan 1985: 3). 

Irrespective of its specific nature, the way of looking at one's object of 
research, this 'ccnoeptual angle', exerts a general threefold determining 
power. 
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1.1 It mist affect research methodology to ensure ^lequacy. 

1.2 It affects cue's research object via the constitutive power which it 

2 

exBTts on one's oonoeot of reality or even on reality itself. 

1.3 It influences, eiffects, or even dtetermines possible aims of research, 
including the possible range of finalizations, to which one's results can be 
put. Which aims may be considered legitimate depends on one's philosophy of 
science. 

1*3.1 A descriptive philosophy of science legitimizes resecurch aims internally, 
by 'pure' science exclusively - a precarious position, in particular for lin- 
guistics as part of both natural and social science. 

1.3.2 A nannative philosophy of sni&noe, on the other hand, acM.ts external, 
for exanple social deteimination of research aims. It has a twofold bearing* 

1.3.2.1 It aiffects the constitutive phase of research, the aausa efficiena, here 
the interest in the social determination of the use of a set of lexemes as pre- 
sented in (III). 

1.3.2.2 It affects the finaJjizing phase of research, the cauaa finaliat here, for 
exanple, the teaching of the use of these lexones with, for exanple, the ultinate 
aim of achieving bett^x cross-cultural international understanding. 

2. Ohis general threefold determination as exerted by one's 'conceptual 
angle' calls for a concept of linguistics which grants the scope necessary for 
an interplay between external and interned legitimization, in ocher words a 
concept which replaces the (pseudo-) opposition between theory and application 
by an Integral view, within which internally legitimized theory- feme tion is 
enotjyassed by (at least largely) externally legitimized constitution and fi- 
nalization.^ As to the specific nature of the 'oonceptual angle', a socio- 
semiotic one seens to us to be well in accoandance with such an integral con- 
cept of linguistics* 



2 Froo the realm of natural sciences rich evidence is provided for this 
position by Kuhn (1962, 1981); for the study of language, cf. also 
KOhlwein (forthccoing a). 

3 For a detailed treatment of the integral view as advocated here, cf. 
KOhlwein (1987a: 60ff.); of its methodological impact, cf. KOhlwein (198S: 
133ff.); of the role of external determination and f inalization, cf. KQhl- 
wain (1987c: 11-14 resp. 14-21); of constitutive elements, cf. KOhlwein 
(forthcomxng b: section 3.1.1); of some aspects of the internally legiti- 
mised theory 'dynamic phase between constitution and f inalization, cf. 

O KOhlwein (1986). 
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II. mr? - Ttie angle(s) 

4 

1 . To see ho* the scx:do-9emlotic approach works across cultures we briefly 
set It into relief against two others. 

1.1 The systenKjrlented view. - Despite valuable lexical field studies, 
systemic ocntrastlve lexicological studies have renained scarce for three rea- 
sons: the problans (a) of senantic primes and universals, (b) of tertium 
comparationia and equivalence, and (c) of linguistic models and procedures 
suitable for cx)ntrastive, let alone for cross-cultural, studies* 

1.2 The kncwledge-^ariented view. - To relate different structures in differ- 
ent languages to oorresparxiing differanoes in the mind and to differences among 
the cognitive strategies which cause different types of conceptualization in 
different speech oonnunities will without doubt have nore explanatory power, 
but we lack the universal grid of cognitions which would be required to serve 

as the reference point, as the tertium comparationie , far a oontrastive, in 
this case for a •cross-mental*, study. Purthentore, it is only via their nani- 
festatlcn in perfomance that cognitive strategies beocme accessible. As a con- 
sequence, despite recognizing its basic significance for the question of how 
different speech-ooiiTUiitles conceptualize the world, cognitive psychology will 
not provide an ultJjmte reference point for cross-cultural lexicology. 

1.3 The behavicxir-oriented vi®/. - The deficiencies of the systan-oriented 
and of the kncwledge-oriented views call for oontrastive interactive ccrpetence 
studies - as indicated by a growing nurber of pragnatic oontrastive studies. 
These, however, frequently make use of pra^tatic evidence for the mere purpose 
of accounting for structures of other, non-pragtatic language levels, for 
exanple pragnnatlcs as providing the illustraticxi of behavioured. and/or ocnnuni- 
catlve consequences if one gets one's senantics wrong Furthermore, oontrastive 
purposes would necessitate a pragnatic deep structure to serve as the tertium 
comparationie. Even if such a deep structure could be developed to a sufficient 
extent, it would - despite a high descriptive power - lack sufficient explana- 
tory power. Why? 
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For a more detailed presentation of the implication of the philosophy of 
science view adopted here and for cross-cultural lexicology, cf. Kiihlwein 
(forthcoming b) ; for a preliminary' model, cf. Ktihlwein (1987b: 7-9). 

For a greater variety of examples, cf. Ktihlwein {1987b: 4-7). 
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Qrass-cultural differenoes, pragmatically described, are, after all, reflecticns 
of deeper oontrasts cxi a eoclocultural, anthropo-, ethnolinguistic level. Each 
pereon, object, cr event, about whfcm/uhlch we ocmtuilcate, has a potential of 
latent eooiotic properties. Menters of different societies/speech-ccxinunities 
make differing choioes from this latent senilotic potential - and what is actu- 
alized from latency differs aooordingly. A property that is senilotlcally strik- 
ing to nanters of one speech-ocnnunity nay well be narked differ^tly by n»nbers 
of a different ^)eech-OQniiiinity or perhaps even fadl to catch their attention 
at all - for exanple the different seroioticity of a wonan's bulky statute in a 
culture in which wanen cure si^iposed to do most of the physical labour versus 
that in a highly industrialized culture. Cbviously, these processes of senilotic 
profiling, of semlotization, are reflected/^nanifested aooordlngly on the lin- 
guistic plane. As seen on an individual basis they can be described as psycho- 
aaniiotic prooesaes of cognition. However, as their najor variations are not 
acroBS indivldi^ls but acxoBs societies, the nature of these processes is of a 
socio-semlotic kind (eifter all, menters of the same society understand eech 
other's ways of sendoticizing reality - more or less, at least). 

2, Section (1.3) lndicat;es that the psycho-seraiotlc and the socio-semlotic 
angles should not be seen as diametrically opposed to each other. Halllday 
(1978: 13) observes: *m3se are two oorplenentary orientations but carries on: 
"The distinction between than is ratiier obvious and slnple" (1978: 13) . He no- 
* tioes that what makes it ocnpllcated is **the fact Ujat it is possible to enbed 
one perspective inside the other" (1978: 13) . But which one should be considered 
to be the nore enooipasaing? Psycto-sociolinguistically, language behaviour has 
to be oonaldered as an ooanation of language knowledge - a view to which Halllday , 
however, would reply that it %«uld nean "taking the intra-organian ticket to 
what is actually an inter-organian destination" (1978: 38) . "So in an inter- 
organiaro perspective there is no place for the dichotaiy of oonpetenoe and 
perfomanoe, opposing what the ^aker knows to what he does . . . there is no 
need to bring in the question of v<tet the speaker knows; the background to 
ttot he does is what he could do - a potential, which is objective, not a ocm- 
petenoe, which is subjective" (1978: 38). - Thus, despite recognizing the 
'ooipleroentarity*, Halliday's own 'ticket*, actually, is no less exclusive, 
but fairly rigid and unilinear as well: *We can only say what we can mean and 
we can only mean what we can do* - socio-psychosemiotics? Nevertheless, for our 
purpose of trying a socio-semlotic *intellectual stance* (cf . above) when 
looking at lexicology across cultures, it can be adopted, provided, however, we 
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ngaxd the activity of sodo-aemlotlc profiling as part of doing. After all, 
language is both nature and nurture* 

in. WOO? - Data, results 

I* In OKder to get beyond the theorizing and postulating stage, the gen- 
eral parts (I) and (n) call for this specific part (III) as a oorpus-baaed 
Illustration of what cross-cultural lexioology can do under socio-sendotic 
auspices* 

1*1 m choose: 

- as a cultural sphere: beauty (B) of human beings 

- as lan^^iages: BigUsh (E) ani French (F) 

- as linguisUc reaUzaUons: the sets of adjectives in E and F, that are 
used to attribute B to scnebody. 

The i«Jer lying procedural and ntmerlcal data are derived fron the semasiologlcal- 
oncraasiological tteais of Nies (1978)*^ 

1.2 In the interest of the above-mentioned 'ultimate' aim of crming to 
better cross-cultural international urJerstanding we should be able to put 
each actual utterance referring to B into relief against the overall InclinaUon/ 
disinclination to attribute or express B at all in the culture in quesUcn, i.e* 
to assess the degree of its semiotic relevance: the macxosoopic v.ew (cf« 2 
beloif) • Ihe second prerequisite for a proper understareiing of dn actual utber- 
anoe is the knowledge about the specific socio-seroiotic conditions that mist 
be met to assign B to scwebody in a certain culture, about the specific v«ys 
of sodo-seraiotic profiling: the microscopic view (cf • 3 below) • 

2. Macroscopic results 

2»l The overall inclination of menters of the F speech ocnnunity toward 
attribuUng B is far greater than that of the E one. 

2.2 In both speech ocniiunities B is attributed nuch more frequently to 
womsn than to men. But: 




Cf* Nies (1978, vol. I: 4ff.). 
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2.3 The relation betMBen explicitly ana positively attributing [+ B] on the 
one hand and stating the absence of B equals 2 to 1 for wonen in the E speech 
CGRnunity, vtereas in the French speech odmunity it equals 4 to 1 - the E man 
in the E speech ocmninity being characterized by an overall dcminanoe of B]* 

2.4 Wien it cones to 'true understanding', these differences in socio-send- 
otic signification will oertainJ.y matter beycnd sirnple can(>rehension. Basically 
the sodo-soniotic thnjst of B seene to be greater in F; for this very reason, 
hcftxver, a higher degree of raarkedness is due to each actued utterance of B in & 

3. Microscopic results 

Ihe socio-aeniotic parameters that turned out to have the highest discrijninatlng 
power «#ere: semantic reference (to clothing or body) , aesthetic jud^nent (con-> 
stitution, perfection, hazmcny) , non-aesthetic judgment as to physiologic2d ccn- 
dltions (age, sex-typidty) , psychological oonditions (vanity, warnteartedness) » 
and ps y ciPBQBBtic conditions (naturalness, seriousness) . 

3.1 PI {± well dressed] vs. P2 good physical ^jpearanCe] 
there axe nutual dependencies: 

- + PI easily triggers + P2 in F, in particular for women; less easily in E. 

- + P2 triggers + Pl ev&i more easily far F women. 

- As for TUM, + PI triggers the association of + P2 Just a little bit more 
easily in F than in E, and F obviously has a stronger disinclination than 
E against associating P2 with P1-«idjoctive8. 

Conclusion: sex-specif idty seems to play a considerably more litportant role for 
the contrast PI vs. P2 in F. 

3.2 P3 constitution [refJjied vs. coarse features] 

In F [•*> refined featuresj easily trigger P2*-adjectives, [•*> coarse features] 
easily trigger + P1 -adjectives. In E + Pl-adjecUves go with both refined and 
coarse features with equal frequency - obviously a lower socio-sei»dotic iirpact 
this contrast. Furthemore in E there is c stronger tendency towards P2- 
adjectives despite coarse features. 

Conclusion: the seniotic' thnjst of the oortrast refined vs. coarse features 
seems to be stronger in F. 




248 



3.3 P4 perfection oonsunute outer appearance] 

In F P4 la more lii|)ortant for attributing Pl-adjectlves than In E. On the 
other hand. In E P4 Is more iiiqpcrtant for attributing P2-ad3ectlves than In 
F especially for the E man. 

3.4 PS haxinony harxnor^ of appeardanoe] 

Hhlle In F - P5 more or less excludes PI -adjectives oonpletely, this Is not 
80 In E. In both F and E there seems to be more leniency with the nan than 
with the Monan. 

Ooncluslon: - P5 Is itnre striking for the French speech oamunlty. 

3.5 P6 age [+ looking one's age (mlddle-nage) ] 

For the F wcnan + P6 can oause Pl-adjectlves nuch more frequently than In E - 
the E speech, oonsnmlty, obvloisly, being quite harsh towards wcnnan who try to 
look yomger than they are. As for F men, in the case of - P6 they are treated 
voce harshly than the respective F wonen, but more leniently than the reflec- 
tive E man, In turn Is treated more leniently (I.e. Is attributed B-adjec- 
tlves imre frequently) than the E wanan. 

Ooncluslon: F being rather generous to the wanan, E Is sonoewhat nsxe lenient 
with the roan. 

3.6 97 sexually typical appednanoa [+ fianlnlne/teascullne looking] 

Both E and F ahoti a Ugh correlation of this property with the attribution of 
B^JectlVBS. In addition for the F wccon + P7 easily causes the attrlbutlcti of 
P1*adjectlves. 

3.7 P8 vanity [± the Intention to Inpress by a good appearance] 

this property prinarlly affects Pl-adJect^ves In both E and F; It Is fairly 
relevant for the F varan, almost Irrelevant for both E man and woien. 

3.8 P9 vanaheartednej^s [+ amiable, wdtmheartod, friendly] 

P9 causes a soraewhat struiger reaction In the F speech ocnnunlty, specifically 
evoking P2-adjectlve8. 

3.9 PIO naturalness [+ natured, unaasimlng vs. well-groaiBd, cultivated] 
Far the F vonan both + PlO and - PIO easily evoke P2-adjectlves. Etor the F man, 
the E nan, and the E vionan P2-adjectlves are jnore easily oaipatlble with - PIO 
than with + PIO, but the respective correlations are weaker than the above- 
mantloned one for F vonen. In F there Is a significant correlation between - PIO 
and Pl-adjectives, In particular for the F wanan. 
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3.10 Pll seriousness [+ serious, earnest vs. cheerful, serene] 
Ttiis property is of quite low sigrlif icanoe for the attribution of B-adjectives 
in both speech oonminities, + Pll, however, evoking P2-adDectives for F wcnen 
fairly easily* 

4. Cross-language ocnpcurison 

According to the distinction of the B^jectives investigated into a gixx^> 
which is ocnpatible with both male and fenale on the one hand (4.1) and a group 
which is (highly) inocnpatible with either male or female (4.2), a ctxjss-ian- 
guage ocnparison reveals: 

4.1 This grcxqp of adjectives can be evoked by a far wider scope ot 
" aesthetic and 

- extra-aesthetic judgments in F when wcmen are concerned . In E the respec- 
tive spectnm is even somewhat broader for men than for women. 

Obviously in E the attribution of these B-adjectives seems to follow a 
more clearly profiled Image of the wotan as opposed to the oorresponding adjec- 
tives in French, whose attribution seems to be more strongly oriented according 
to the ^)ecific person oonoemed; cf. the occasional ainittanoe of abeolutely 
oontrary properties for the evocation of these adjectives. 

4.2 Jn T psydiosatBtic properties obviously natter raich nrore for wcmen than 
they do in E (naturalness, seriousness/cheerfulness) when .it cores to assigning 
B or not. The same holds true for aesthetic properties in the case of men (con- 
stitution, perfection, harmony) . 

5. Obviously, there is no such thing cis ocnplete scxrio-semiotic equivalencse 
as a reference point for cross-c:ultural lexicological studies. What might be a 
socio-semiotic norm in one culture/language might well be socio-semlcjtically 
marked cjr deviant in another despite varicxis kinds of fonral, functional or 
other equivalences. This is the point where our results should be passed on to 
both the lexicographer and the forei'rn language teacher. 
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